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The Cover:

The cover depicts the significant habitat losses which have occurred in the Puyallup delta
since 1877 (Corps et al., 1993). Understanding the historical structures and functions better
enables the Natural Resource Trustees to restore habitats which function in similar ways, thereby
increasing their success in today’s urban Commencement Bay environment.
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FACT SHEET

Program Title: Commencement Bay Natural Resource Damage Assessment
(CB/NRDA) Restoration Plan and Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (RP/FEIS)

Lead Agencies: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Cooperating Agencies: Washington Department of Ecology

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

Puyallup Tribe of Indians

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

Abstract:

The Commencement Bay Nawral Resource Trustees are conducting restoration planning to
determine the best approach to restoring, replacing, rehabilitating, and/or acquiring the equivalent
natural resources and/or services injured as a result of the release of hazardous substances or a
discharge of oil to the Commencement Bay environment. To guide the restoration planning
process, the Trustees elected to prepare an RP/EIS in order to evaluate management alternatlves
for restoring those injured natural resources.

The RP/EIS evaluated five alternatives: (1) No Action, (2) Species-Specific Restoration, (3)
Habitat Function Restoration, (4) Acquisition of Equivalent Natural Resources and Services, and
(5) Integrated Approach. The Trustees have concluded that the preferred alternative is the
Integrated Approach, which is a comprehensive plan based on the habitat function alternative, but
supplemented with the best features of the other alternatives. This alternative best meets the needs
of the Trustees’ restoration goals and principles by maximizing ecological benefits for a wider
range of natural resources and their associated services.

Contact Persons: :

Judy Lantor " Dr. Robert C. Clark

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service NOAA, NMFS Restoration Center Northwest
3704 Griffin Lane S.E., Suite 102 7600 Sand Point Way N.E.

Olympia, WA 98501-2192 Seattle, WA 98115-0070

(360) 753-6056 / 753-9440 (206) 526-4338

Comment Period for RP/FEIS: The comment period for the RP/FEIS ends 30 days after the
Notice of Availability is published in the Federal Register. Comments on this RP/FEIS should
be sent to Judy Lantor at the above address, or e-mail to Judy Lantor@mail.fws.gov.

Availability of Copies: Copies of the RP/FEIS are available from.the contact persons listed

above.
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INTRODUCTION

Background

The purpose of preparing this programmatic Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
(RP/EIS) is to coordinate and implement restoration projects under the Commencement Bay Natural
Resource Damage Assessment (CB/NRDA). This document is not intended to quantify the extent
of restoration needed to satisfy claims under applicable law against parties deemed responsible for
environmental injury. The scale of restoration activity that will be taken under this RP/EIS will
depend upon the funds, property and services made available through resolution of natural resource
damage claims.

The Commencement Bay Natural Resource Trustees (Trustees) are developing the CB/NRDA to
determine the extent of injuries to natural resources, such as fish, shellfish, wildlife, sediments, and
water quality, and the services they provide. The CB/NRDA is being conducted pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, the Oil
Pollution Act of 1990, and other applicable laws. The Trustees represent the interests of the public
in assessing injuries to the natural resources and the services they provide and restoring and
compensating the public for such injuries. The Trustees are the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) of the U.S. Department of Commerce; the U.S. Department of the
Interior, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Bureau of Indian Affairs;
the State of Washington, including the Departments of Ecology (lead state Trustee), Natural
Resources (WDNR), and Fish and Wildlife (WDFW); the Puyallup Tribe of Indians; and the
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe.

Concurrent with the damage assessment process, the Trustees are conducting restoration planning
to determine the best approach to restoring, rehabilitating, replacing, and acquiring the equivalent
of the natural resources and their associated services. To guide the restoration process, the
Trustees have prepared this RP/EIS, with NOAA and USFWS as the lead federal agencies. The
cooperating agencies are the other Trustees, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and EPA.

The EIS analyzes at a programmatic level the environmental impacts of the alternatives that may
be employed by the Trustees to restore, replace, rehabilitate, and/or acquire the equivalent of the
injured natural resources and the services they would have provided but for the hazardous substance
releases or oil discharges to the environment of Commencement Bay. The Trustees have concluded
that the preferred alternative is the Integrated Approach, which is a comprehensive plan bhased on
the habitat function alternative, but supplemented with the best features of the other alternatives to
form an optimum mix of available restoration options. This alternative best meets the needs of the
Trustees’ restoration goals and principles by maximizing ecological benefits for a wider range of
natural resources and their associated services.

Final EIS - February 1997 3



The Restoration Plan will guide decision making regarding the implementation of CB/NRDA

restoration activities. The programmatic EIS is intended to expedite and provide a point of

departure for future site-specific projects and facilitate the preparation of subsequent project-
specific environmental documents through the use of “tiering” (40 CFR 1502.4(d)). The
programmatic EIS is being conducted in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), and may be adopted by the State under its State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).
Project specific NEPA environmental evaluation documents, usually in the form of Environmental
Assessments, will be prepared for future restoration projects and will be referenced back to, or
“tiered” from, the RP/FEIS (see Appendix 1, CBCAC letter, comment 4). Should unusual
conditions warrant, the Trustees could apply any other of the environmental evaluation documents
provided by the NEPA process; EIS, supplemental EIS, Determination of Non-significance,
Mitigated Determination of Non-significance, or categorical exclusion. Selection of the appropriate
process will be decided by the Trustees with input from the public.

Relationship to Other Documents and Necessary Decisions

This Restoration Plan and Final programmatic EIS (RP/FEIS) is being written to amend the draft
RP/EIS in response to public comment and to incorporate additional information, corrections, and
changes. As such, this RP/FEIS hereby incorporates the draft RP/EIS by reference. All portions of
the draft RP/EIS should be considered valid and applicable except those changes made explicitly
herein. This RP/FEIS can be incorporated and bound with the draft RP/EIS, dated June 1996, to form
one complete restoration plan and programmatic EIS for the CB/NRDA.

Description of the RP/FEIS Format

This RP/FEIS contains much of the normal introductory material which preceded this section (e.g.,
fact sheet, introduction, and table of contents). Following this section is the body of the RP/FEIS.
The outline is identical to that of the draft RP/EIS. For each section which does not differ from the
draft RP/EIS to the RP/FEIS, the term NO CHANGE is used to designate that section. Where a
change is being incorporated from what was presented in the draft RP/EIS, that change is presented
and discussed. First, the nature of the change is often discussed (a sentence is revised, a table
corrected, a paragraph incorporated), then the reason for the change may be discussed, and last, the
change itself is presented in redline/strikeout format. Shaded, gedlifie;'words are additions, and the
words which are lined through, strikeeut, are deletions.

There are a number of appendices to this document. Appendix 1 contains the formal comment letters
received on the draft RP/EIS and the responses to those public comments. Appendix 2 contains the
transcript from the September 10, 1996 public meeting and responses to any comments not contained
in the formal comment letters. Appendix 3 contains the draft RP/EIS distribution report and the
distribution list for the RP/FEIS. '

Final EIS - February 1997 4
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CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RP/EIS

This section of the RP/FEIS has been prepared to amend the draft RP/EIS in response to public
comments and review by the lead and cooperating agencies, and to incorporate additional
information, corrections, modifications and changes. None of the corrections, modifications and/or
changes are considered significant by the lead agencies. All portions of the draft RP/EIS should be
considered valid except for those changes or modifications made explicitly herein.

VOLUME I: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Cultural Rﬁnurm. page ES-4, Correction:

fashingfon State Office of Archaeological and Historical Preservation indicates a
number of sites and districts are listed on the National Register of Historic Places or are designated
as National Historic Landmarks.

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1  Program Background
Page 1-3, second ¥, clarification to provide for on-going nature of settlements:
Concurrent with the CB/NRDA process, the Trustees are conducting restoration planning to
determine the best approaches to restoring, rehabilitating, replacing and acquiring the equivalent
of the injured natural resources and services they provide. As the CB/NRDA has progressed, the
Tmstwi haw: ente:red into pamal or ful] scuienmms of clalms wr&rﬁmpmn—?atm—ﬁaﬁﬁﬂ—

1.2 Study Area (NO CHANGE)
1.2.1 Primary study area (NO CHANGE)
1.2.2 Expanded study area (Puyallup River Basin) (NO CHANGE)
1.3  Project Goals and Objectives (NO CHANGE)
1.4  Programmatic NEPA/SEPA Process (NO CHANGE)
1.5  Summary of the Scoping Process (NO CHANGE)
1.5.1 Public notice and comment period (NO CHANGE)
1.5.2 Scoping meetings (NO CHANGE)
1.5.3 Sources and categories of comments (NO CHANGE)
2.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
2.1  Introduction (NO CHANGE)
2.1.1 Location of the study areas (NO CHANGE)

Final EIS - February 1997 6



2.2 Habitat Types: Functions, Distribution and Conditions (NO CHANGE)

2.2.1 Introduction (NO CHANGE)
2.2.2 Habitat types and functions (NO CHANGE)
2.12.3 Overview of existing habitats within the study areas (NO CHANGE)
2231 Primary study area (NO CHANGE)
2232 Expanded study area (NO CHANGE)
2.3 Key Resources and Services (NO CHANGE)
2.4  Injuries to Natural Resources and Services (NO CHANGE)
2.5  Fish and Wildlife Resources (NO CHANGE)
2.5.1 Fish
2.5.1.1 Anadromous species

Page 2-14, insmaﬂerﬁrstmmplete 1. to  provide additional information:

'Mﬂsw“hj‘“;_ ; S TYpEoE o
' it T §iz wﬁmmw -m—-—f-- e

Tl A1 P (TR, i o ol

o Fis ’nﬁﬁwﬂmﬂﬁmﬁﬁ“ﬁﬁaﬁ’l‘ﬁ&s 1994).

Table2.5-1. Profiles of Puyallup Basin Salmon and Stf:elhaﬂ' slfﬂ;ias of 1992 (Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife and Western Treaty 1994

~STOCK | STOCK
ORIGIN
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White River Coho Mixed Healthy
Puyaliup River Pk Native Healthy
Puyaliup Mainstem Winter Stecliead Native . Healthy
Wite (Puyallup) Winter Seel fead Native g Healthy

Page 2-15, insert after first complete ¥, to provide additional information:

The Washington State Salmon and Steelhead Stock Inventory report lists the White River spring
chinook, the sole remaining spring chinook stock in south Puget Sound, as critical. A critical
designation means the stock is experiencing production levels that are so low that permanent damage
to the stock is likely or has already occurred. The spring chinook spawning population now depends
hrgeiy on s::-rne degree crf aruf cial pmdu-cuon, such as the Muckleshmt Wiuta Rwer Hatchery —In

{Washingtﬂn State D‘cpamnmt of Fish and Wildlife and

Western Treaty Tribes, 1994),

Since the early 1970s, the WDFW, ’ﬂ:l&USrfﬂl’ESt Service, the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, and the
MmklﬁhmtIndmnTrib&hawmﬂsrtakenae "weﬁ’nﬁfﬂsaveandréﬁﬁ]ﬂthe White River
spring chinook stock. This effort mcludesmomtnrmg?hepoyulah&n,mmg]mhiafpmblﬂusmd
solutions, outplanting of ]u'-'mﬁe.spnﬂg chinook in the White River basin, and habitat restoration.
Begmnmgﬁﬁé‘&rﬁ‘l??ﬂs and uniﬂ“ﬂk- éaﬂy 199{@, most returning spring chinook adults were
ta]mn forhouﬂsfuukmdmeﬂmﬁmima not located in the ‘ﬂﬂﬁte,Rwﬁr]J&iﬁ:--Iuthﬂﬂe 15"303,

'cmnmk at ﬂ'l.c’Muclei?aot Indian Tribe's White River H

ses, releases of juvenile spring chinook into the 'mmmﬁﬂlmm with the
intention of repopulating the White River. Some spring chinook are cutrently transporte:

_ from a
cnﬂachnnfam‘hﬁrmﬁle%tcmmnmﬂmkley and released into'the W]:IrteRlver above Mud
Mountain Dam t0 spawn naturally. Returns of adult spring ﬁtumkwthe%temverhavc
mcreasedmalevelwhereuseofﬁebmodsfockfaclhﬁﬁnuttmatedmthewmtemve:m

dechmng.

Besides the native White River spring chinook salmon, native Puyallup/Carbon River chum salmon,
as well asPnyailzzp lemnksa}mbnmdsteelh&&dmksmmthelim Of the three chum
stocks found ir'the Basintwo rely upon wild production, the Puyallup/Carbon River ¢hum and Fennel
l::m:’kﬂhlm at]:nlﬂn:}:nmsmcklstheHyhbusGmekchum The Puyallup River pink salmon stock
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is a healthy stock sustained totally by w wild pmduﬂmg.._‘g.ﬂ four nfthe steelhead stocks in the Basin
are native, are considered healthy, and s a b oductior Bmdusﬁwndﬁwwm
mVaspnngrhmmk,Mﬁﬂmrmmocksmm iheBasm the White River summer/fall
cmmkmquwupknmﬂldumk Mﬁwstuchmﬁmmby ml&andmmpﬁsuc
production, respectively. The current mhﬂsmdm{“lh}ﬁemd Puyallup River) arise from 4 mixture
afnaﬂwanﬂﬁun—naim:whb, mﬂfpmdummfa composite of hatchery and wild production. The
Wcﬁmmh@ckhmbmmngﬁxﬁcm&wymaﬁkdeﬁahmlﬂwm
while the Puyallup River coho stock is considered depressed.

The salmon and steelhead stocks in the Puyallup Basin are managed cooperatively by the WDFW,
mmupmmw*mﬂmmﬁﬁhww T‘be‘fﬁ"ﬂéﬁfe‘féﬁﬁﬁ"ﬁl,‘mmm&mﬂ]‘" me;
stid Tediat Treaty ha - b o :

ﬁshmyas ManAg
2512 Non-anadromous species (NO CHANGE)
2.5.2 Invertebrates (NO CHANGE)
2.5.3 Wildlife (NO CHANGE)
2531 Birds (NO CHANGE)

2.53.2 Mammals

Page 2-18, Table numbering altered:

Table 2:5-1.2.5-2

Summary of Applicable Avian Habitat Types and Functions in the primary

and expanded study areas. See Appendix A for more detail.

26  Threatened and Endangered Species (NO CHANGE)
2.6.1 Endangered species (NO CHANGE)
2.6.2 Threatened species (NO CHANGE)
2.6.3 Candidate species (NO CHANGE)
2.6.4 Marine mammals (NO CHANGE)
2.7  Geology and Soils (NO CHANGE)
2.8  Topography and Surface Water Hydrology (NO CHANGE)
2.8.1 Primary study area (NO CHANGE)
2.8.2 Expanded study area (NO CHANGE)
2.9 Water and Sediment Quality (NO CHANGE)
2.9.1 Surface water quality (NO CHANGE)
29.1.1 Primary study area (NO CHANGE)
2.9.1.2 Expanded Study Area (NO CHANGE)
2.9.2 Sediment quality (NO CHANGE)

2.10  Air Quality
2.10.1 Existing conditions (NO CHANGE)

2.10.2 Ambient air quality

Final EIS - February 1997



Page 2-35, first ¥, correction:

There are three main sources of PM-10 that occur within the primary study area: industrial stack
emissions; industrial fugitive emissions (emissions not dusted exhausted through a stack); and area
source emissions (e.g., those that derive from fixed locations such as wood stoves or mobile sources
such as cars).

2.11 Noise (NO CHANGE)
2.11.1 Existing conditions {(NO CHANGE)
212 Land Use and Aesthetics
2.12.1 General land use patterns and aesthetic qualites  (NO CHANGE)

2.12.2 Land ownership
Page 2-45, second ¥, clarification, according to WDNR recommendations:

Within the primary study area, Washmgtun Stata owns mmeofﬂw tidelands and’vmualjyall the
mlhhﬂallandsumda ufthe up In _'_r_"“'-‘

ndated by th rust Doctrine, the state constitution, R ,_WMWAG‘&?}SDW
related state mdfedaral laws Renmmdfr of 9 becomes separate ¥,

2.12.3 Land management
Page 2-48, insert after 3rd complete ¥, as new §'s, additional information provided by WDNR:
The Depm'tment of Natmal Resnmc&s zsthe damgnatnd puhlm.stcwm*d forsiate—ommd aquatic lands

1} -Encnuragmgduect pu'b,hc uﬂeand ar::cess

2) Fm@ugwm*d:pmdmtm

3) Ensuring environmental protection.

4y Unhmngrenewahlemsumces

5) Generating revenue in a manner consistent with items (1) through (4).
Over the long term, management actions should achieve the above goals on local, regional and
statewide scales. The WDNR works with -:n‘hH Junsdlcunns to coordinate specific decisions and
actions. When agency concemns are not fully addressed in other forums, the WDNR may conduct

Final EIS - February 1997 10



SHHJI P mmgﬁn“”"“ﬂw(e-g-Iﬂﬂﬂquihuns,sup?”__:_w'_:m_

The WDNR. managas SOAL a asapmpneta:;rsﬂmarﬁ [mer}rmﬁ dpcsmt regulate aclmhesﬂnmn
cmwdﬂquanalﬂnds Aquatic Resources Program

major program areas. The first: lg_mvsntory oﬁhe’lmd ]:Iﬂ.l'c-c].s an.d remmms a.nd assomated asset
management p]anmngeﬁ‘urtstopmmdemgmmdnemm Second, environmental p:mmunnmncms
involve resource protection, remediation and restoration. Eummmnmtal review of bnﬂ'lpmpnsed use
authorizations for SOAL an&amons tak#ﬁﬁatm:ght a&ve:;;ly _ :. thasﬂamismw:thmﬂns
andacmms,aswel;lasnahnl 1 Testumhmsdﬂqnentsmdﬂm Inadd.ttmnto site spacrfic
actions, program staff conduct m:pamnm in various plmmngm{gg, shorelines master plans,
harbor area reviews, development of Wild Salmonid Policy) machmﬁmgmﬁmtgﬂals. Finally,
the WDNR authorizes uses of SOAL and sells valuable materials, such as shellfish, consistent with
the goals stated above. The WDNR dedicates the net revenues generated from state-owned aguatic
lands to the Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA) for restoring fish and wildlife habitats and
developing public access improvements.

The WDNR considers the full range of uses and values of state-owned aquatic lands, the constraints
on each land type and the overall benefits provided to all citizens of the state when taking
management actions. Within the primary and expanded study areas, the WDNR manages a mix of
aquatic land types including tidelands, harbor areas, marine bedlands, and freshwater bedlands and
shorelands. Different statutes, regulations and guidelines apply to the different aquatic land types.
In working with the other trustees on restoration plan implementation, the WDNR will act to
maximize the sustainable benefit stream and ensure a balance of benefits provided by a finite resource
base. 2

2.12.4 Local regulatory requirements (NO CHANGE)

2.12,5 Tribal treaties
Page 2-49, first 9, correction:
The Puyallup Tribe of Indians and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe were parties to the 1855 Treaty of
Medicine Creek (1854) with the United States. , and The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe was party to the
Treaty of Point Elliott (1855) with the United States. Under these Treaties, the Puyallup and
Muckleshoot Tribes ceded Indian lands to the United States while also reserving certain rights,
including rights to take fish, including shellfish, at all Usual and Accustomed grounds and stations.

2.13  Utilities and Public Services (NO CHANGE)
2.14 Population and Housing (NO CHANGE)
2.15 Transportation (NO CHANGE)

2,16 Cultural Resources

Final EIS - February 1997 11



2.16.1 Ethnohistory
Page 2-52, second ¥, clarification:
The Puyallup Tribe was a party to the Treaty of Medicine Creek's- The Tribe consists of the people
who historically occupied the Puyallup River drainage. In 1857, the Puyallup Reservation was
‘established pursuant to the Treaty of Medicine Creek. The boundaries were revised in 1873 to give
provide the Puyallups with diréct access to Commencement Bay.

2.16.2 Historical resources (NO CHANGE)
2.16.3 Prehistorical resources (NO CHANGE)
3.0 ALTERNATIVES
3.1 Program Elements Common to all Altematives (NO CHANGE)
3.1.1 Landscape ecology approach (NO CHANGE)
3.1.2 Priority given to projects that benefit multiple
species and services (NO CHANGE)
3.1.3 Sufficient connection to the injured natural
TESOUrce or service (NO CHANGE)
3.1.4 Utilize cost-sharing opportunities (NO CHANGE)
3.1.5 Public participation (NO CHANGE)
3.2  Restoration Concepts Evaluated During Scoping (NO CHANGE)
3.3  Alternatives Evaluated in the RP/EIS (NO CHANGE)
33.1 Alternative 1: No Action (NO CHANGE)
3.3.2 Alternative 2: Species-Specific Restoration (NO CHANGE)
33.3 Alternative 3: Habitat Function Restoration {NO CHANGE)
334 Alternative 4: Acquisition of Equivalent Natural
Resources and Services (NO CHANGE)
33.5 Alternative 5: Integrated Approach (NO CHANGE)
3.4  Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration (NO CHANGE)
34.1 Introduction, goals, and criteria for evaluation (NO CHANGE)
3.4.2 Comparison of alternatives (NO CHANGE)
3.5  Summary of Environmental Consequences (NO CHANGE)
3.6  Selection of Preferred Alternative (NO CHANGE)
40  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
4.1  Introduction and Compliance (NO CHANGE)
42  Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Impacts of the
Three Alternatives (NO CHANGE)

43  Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Page 4-9, third complete ¥, WDNR requested clarification, as taken from October 8, 1996 WDNR
letter, comment #8 (see appendix 1}):
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Preservation and restoration of natural resources are not addressed as 1and’ ‘use classes under these
regulations as administered by the Washington Department of Natural Resources (Teissere, 1996).

44  Alternative-Specific Impacts (NO CHANGE)
44.1 No Action Alternative (NO CHANGE)
442 Habitat Function Alternative (NO CHANGE)
44.3 Integrated Approach (NO CHANGE)
4.5  Rationale for Selecting the Preferred Alternative (NO CHANGE)
4.6  Cumulative Impacts of the Action Alternatives (NO CHANGE}

4.7  Relationship Between Short-Term Use of Man's
Environment and Maintenance and Enhancement

of Long-Term Productivity (NO CHANGE)
4.8  Probable lrretrievable and [rreversible Commitments
of Resources (NO CHANGE)
50 COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS, PLANS, AND
EEGULATORY AUTHORITIES
51 Overview

Page 5-2, last | in section 5.1, clarification:
To construct a restoration project, various permits will be required from local, state, tribal or
federal agencies, and a public hearing may be required at the local level.

52  Monitoring Compliance with NEPA (NO CHANGE)
5.3  Key Federal and State Statutes And Regulations (NO CHANGE)
54  Key Environmental Compliance Laws and Regulations  (NO CHANGE)
5.5  Environmental Justice (NO CHANGE)
5.6  Other Potentially Applicable Laws and Regulations (NO CHANGE)

5.7  Other Area Programs and Plans
Page 5-8, amended according to WDNR recommendations:
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. This agency oversees state fishery policy and
management activities and programs, including the State of Washington Wild Salmonid Policy EIS
now underway. WDEW is developing the Wild Salmonid Policy in cooperation with the other state

l]pland Trust Lands ngum The WDNR manages upland trusts in a manner that will
maximize the sustainable stream of revenue to the trusts, consistent with long-term protection
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of the natural resources base and it’s mix of values. The Natural Resources Board has
recently adopted a Habitat Conservation Plan for western Washington that will provide long-
term protections for the Northern Spotted Owl and other species of concemn, including
salmonids.

Forest Practices Program. The WDNR, under the direction of the Forest Practices Board,
regulates forest practices on private forest lands. The program evaluates forest practices and
assesses environmental impacts.

Special Lands Program. The WDNR acquires and manages special lands, of significance
to unique or threatened plants or animals, as Natural Area Preserves or Natural Resources
Conservation Areas and cooperates with other authorities to create parks or reserves as
warranted.

Jobs for the Environment Program. The WDNR and WDFW jointly administer this
program to restore salmonid habitats while providing meaningful work for displaced loggers.

Washington State Interagency Oil Spills Natural Resource Damage Assessment Team. The
Washington state interagency oil spills natural resource damage assessment team works with state,
federal and local agencies to prepare for, respond to and recover from oil and hazardous materials
spills. The team is composed of representatives from the departments of Ecology, Fish and Wildlife,
Natural Resources, Health, the Parks and Recreation Commission, and the Office of Archaeology and
Historical Preservation. Federal agencies and tribal governments may also participate. The team,
meeting publicly as the Resource Damage Assessment (RDA) Committee, conducts preassessment
screenings and other resources damage assessment determinations to compensate the public for
natural resources injured by oil and hazardous materials spills. Meeting publicly as the Coastal
Protection Fund Steering Committee, the team also develops, funds and evaluates projects to restore
natural resources injured by oil and hazardous materials spills. This integrated natural resource
agency involvement has significantly improved Washington's ability to effectively manage spills,
reduce natural resources impacts and restore injured natural resources.

5.8  Common Restoration and Construction Permits (NO CHANGE)

5.9  Compliance with Applicable Laws and Regulations
Pages 5-10 to 5-15, Table amended:
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5.0 REFERENCES (NO CHANGE)
6.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS . (NO CHANGE)
Final EIS - February 1997 24
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6.0 REFERENCES
7.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

80 REGULATORY AND RESTORATION DEFINITIONS
8.1 CERCLA,43 CFR Part11.14

8.2  Oil Pollution Act Regulations, 15 CFR 990
8.3  Restoration Definitions

9.0  LIST OF PREPARERS

10.0 LIST OF AGENCIES
APPENDICES

VOLUME II: RESTORATION PLAN

1.0 FRAMEWORK FOR NRDA RESTORATION ACTIVITIES
| Overview
1.2 Natural Resource Trustees' Role and Activities
1.3 NRDA Restoration Goals and Objectives
1.3.1 Provide a functioning and sustainable ecosystem
1.3.2 Integrate restoration strategies
1.3.3 Coordinate restoration efforts
1.3.4 Involve the public
1.4  Restoration Framework
1.5  Elements of the Restoration Framework
1.5.1 Waterways
1.5.2 Creek and river systems
1.5.3 Shoreline approaches
1.5.4 Source control
1.5.5 Expanded study area restoration options
1.6  Trustee Management
1.7  State-Managed Aquatic Lands

2.0 TARGET RESOURCES AND HABITATS
2.1  Key Injured Resources
2.2  Habitat Types and Functions
2.3 Potential Restoration Habitat Types
2.4  Habitat Focus Areas (HFAs)

(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)

(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)

(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)

(NO CHANGE)

(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)

(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE}
(NO CHANGE)
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2.4.1 Puyallup River wetlands/corridors NO CHANGE)

2.4.2 Heads of waterways/river delta (NO CHANGE)

2.4.3 Hylebos Waterway (NO CHANGE)

2.4.4 Eastern shoreline (NO CHANGE)

2.4.5 Western shoreline (NO CHANGE)

2.4.6 Hylebos and Wapato Creeks wetlands/corridors  (NO CHANGE)

2.4.7 Expanded study area (NO CHANGE)

2.4.8 Non-NRDA areas (NO CHANGE)

3.0 PROIJECT SELECTION

3.1  Planning (NO CHANGE)
3.2  Screening and Selection Criteria {NO CHANGE)
3.2.1 Required criteria (NO CHANGE)

3.2.2 Preferred criteria (NO CHANGE)
3.2.2.1 High importance (NO CHANGE)

3.2.2.2 Medium importance (NO CHANGE)

3.2.2.3 Lesser importance (NO CHANGE)

3.2.3 Site ranking (NO CHANGE)

3.3  Initial Inventory of Potential Restoration Sites (NO CHANGE)
3.4  Site Objectives (NO CHANGE}
3.5 Developing the Project Vision (NO CHANGE)
3.6  Developing Project Goals (NO CHANGE}
3.7  Developing the Project Conceptual Model (NQ CHANGE}
3.8  Site Design (NO CHANGE)
3.9  Site Assessment (NQ CHANGE]
3.10 Cultural Resources (NO CHANGE]
3.11 Performance Criteria (NO CHANGE])
3.12 Potential Funding Sources (NO CHANGE])

3.13 Coordination with Other Agencies and Plans
Page 3-21, new Y at end of section 3.13, additional text, as taken from October 8, 1996 WDNR
letter, comment #13 (see appendix Ij:
pmuﬁngumofmmmdﬁquamhﬂsbawdmmmmm “Ihe_WDNR
support for the Slip 1, Milwatikee Waterway, Simpson Middle Waterway Shoreline, and City of

Tacoma projects has been based on their public trust interest in seeing both a healthy productive
estuary and a healthy economy.

3.13.1 Completed
3.13.1.1

(NO CHANGE)

Gog-le-hi-te Wetland (NO CHANGE)

Final EIS - February 1997 2



(Lincoln Avenue Wetland), Port of Tacoma

31312 Slip 5 Mitigation Area, (NO CHANGE)
Port of Tacoma

3.13.1.3 Slip 1 Mitigation Area, (NO CHANGE)
Port of Tacoma

3.13.14 St. Paul Cleanup and Restoration (NOQ CHANGE)
Project, Simpson/Champion

3.13.1.5 Milwaukee Mitigation Habitat (NO CHANGE)
Area, Port of Tacoma

3.13.1.6 Middle Waterway Shore (NQ CHANGE)
Restoration Project, Simpson/Champion

31317 Outer Hylebos Waterway, (NQ CHANGE)
Puyallup Tribe of Indians

3.13.1.8 SR-509 Mitigation (Hylebos), (NO CHANGE)
Washington Department of Transportation

3.13.2 In planning {NO CHANGE)

313321 Clear Creek Habitat Area, (NO CHANGE)
Port of Tacoma

3.13.2.2 Middle Waterway Estuarine (NO CHANGE)

Natural Resources Restoration
Project, City of Tacoma

4.0 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION (NO CHANGE)
41  Selection of a Project Manager (NO CHANGE)
42  Regulatory and Permitting Compliance (NO CHANGE)

4.3  Property Access/Acquisition (NO CHANGE)

4.4  Engineering Design/Cost Analysis (NO CHANGE)

4.5  Monitoring and Documentation (NO CHANGE)

4.5.1 Monitoring plans (NO CHANGE)

4.5.2 Performance evaluation (NO CHANGE)

4.5.3 Documentation (NO CHANGE)

4.6  Adaptive Management and Contingency Planning (NO CHANGE)

4.7 Stewardship Potential
Page 4-6, section 4.7, last sentence, amended according to WDNR recommendations:
Stewards may include local public interest groups, non-profit conservancy organizations, parks
departments, the settling PRP(s), governmental agencies, or various combinations.

4.8  Outreach - (NO CHANGE)

Final EIS - February 1997 2%
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APPENDIX 1

Draft RP/EIS List of Commentors and
Response to Comments

Introduction

The public comment period for the draft RP/EIS began on August 8, 1996 and closed on October
8, 1996. Federal, state, and local agencies, tribes, environmental organizations, officials and the
public were invited to comment on the draft RP/EIS. A public meeting was held on September 10,
1996. The transcript of the public meeting in provided in appendix 2. A complete listing of the
agencies, organizations, and individuals receiving the draft RP/EIS is shown in appendix 3.

During the EIS comment period, written comments and oral testimonies were provided by various
governmental agencies, local organizations, businesses and individuals. A total of ten letters were
received. The comments can be broken down into two groups that (1) express an opinion or
preference, or (2) deal with the content-or accuracy of the draft RP/EIS. Comments in the first group
may not require any response in the EIS because the decision process tries to recognize and balance
diverging views. Comments that deal with the content of the draft RP/EIS are responded to directly
following the individual comment letters. Where comments warranted changes, the text of the
RP/FEIS was revised accordingly; reference to the revised section(s) is made in the responses to
specific comments in this appendix.

Final EIS - February 1997 A2



Tacoma
Public
Utilities

September 23, 1996

Ms. Judy Lantor

U. S. Fish & Wildiife Service
3704 Griffin Lane SE, Suite 102
Olympia, Washington 98501-2192

Dear Ms. Lantor:

Draft Restoration Plan and Environmental impact Statement

Mark Crisson
Director

3628 South 33th Street
P.O. Box 11007
Tacoma, WA 98411-0007

Divisions
Light
Water
Belt Line

Commencement Bay Natural Resource Damage Assessment Restoration Plan

Both Light and Water have reviewed the subject plan.

The Light Division has no comments.

The Water Division notes that any relocation or adjustment of Water Division facilities which

may be required as a result of restoration projects or related work will be done by the Water
Division at the expense of the appropriate federal agency.

Sincerely,

Carol A. Bellinger 7 ‘

Acting Real Estate Management Supervisor
g

CABI/cjk

A3



Response to Comments

Response to Carol A. Bellinger letter, Tacoma Public Utilities:

1. Regulatory and permitting compliance is covered in sections 4.2 and 5.0 of the EIS. Section
4.2 states, “The project manager will adhere to all ordinances, and other development

regulations.” Adherence to development regulations includes the expense of relocation or : J
adjustment of Water Division facilities. ‘

——

Final EIS - February 1997 A4
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HELLER EHRMAN WHITE & MCAULIFFE

ATTORNEYS

1409 FRST INTERSTATE PLAZA A PARTNERSHIP OF PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS

. . ANCH E

1201 PACIFIC AVENUE : Los A\%ms
'%\COMA 98402-4308 Thao puro
'ASHINGTON October 8 , 1996 PORTLAND

FacsIMILE (206) 572-6743 ‘ SaN FraNcIsco
TELEPHONE (206) 572-6666 SEATTLE

Ms. Judy Lantor

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
3704 Griffin Lane SE, Suite 102
Olympia, WA 98501-2192 -

Dr. Robert C. Clark ‘
NOAA, NMFS Restoration Center Northwest
7600 Sand Point Way N.E.

Seattle, WA 98115-0070

Re: Commencement Bay Programmatic Environmental Impact

Statement
Dear Ms. Lantor and Dr. Clark:

This letter provides the comments of the following four
members of the Hylebos Cleanup Committee on the June 1996 Draft
Commencement Bay Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement and
Conceptual Restoration Plan: ASARCO Incorporated; General
Metals of Tacoma, Inc.; Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corporation;
and Occidental Chemical Corporation. In addition to the
comments contained in this letter, these four members of the HCC
join in the comments of the Commencement Bay Cleanup Action
Committee with the exception of Comment “c" regarding selection
of the integrated approach as the preferred alternative. Aas
stated below in more detail, these four members of the HCC
believe that the Trustees failed to give sufficient consideration
to all alternatives in making the selection of the preferred
alternative. ‘

In general, these members of the HCC find the June draft a
significant improvement over the previous version. The following
comments, however, reflect continuing concerns.

I. The draft EIS/RP provides inadequate consideration of the No
Action alternative.

The draft document does not reflect sufficient consideration
of all alternatives for restoration and mitigation actions. 1In
particular, the discussion in Section 3.3.1 of the "No Action"




| S
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Ms. Judy Lantor & Dr. Robert C. Clark
October 8, 1996
Page 3

plans and provide guidance to the permitting authority on
appropriate environmental measures. The Trustees use of these
inaccurate assumptions reflects a bias for more aggressive
measures rather than fair consideration of the No Action
alternative.

The last sentence in the Section 3.3.1 No-Action discussion
identifies an "additional consequence" of the No-Action
alternative to be the increased opportunity for adverse effects
as a result of not restoring, replacing, rehabilitating or
acquiring the equivalent of the injured natural resources and
services until complete remediation and source control have
occurred. This statement does not make sense. Natural recovery
begins as soon as source control has been achieved. At this
point in time, most source control activities in the Commencement
Bay area are complete; therefore, natural recovery is ongoing at
the majority of impacted sites. The planning and implementation
of NRDA actions is not much, if any, faster than natural recovery
in many instances.

II. The draft EIS/RP does not focus on restoring the injured
resource. ' :

The RP/EIS goes far beyond its stated and appropriate :
purpose of restoring, replacing, rehabilitating or providing the
equivalent natural resources to those for which injuries are
claimed. 1In doing so, it may lead to actions that may be of
value to society, but that do not address the allegedly injured

- resource functions and services. Those actions, then, do not

address equivalent natural resources.

The EIS‘s stated purpose for the proposed action is ". . .to
restore, replace, rehabilitate, and/or acquire the equivalent
natural resources and services injured as a result of hazardous
substances. . . to the environment of Commencement Bay. . ."
(RP/EIS p. 1-1). All the claimed injuries occurred within the
intertidal, relatively high-salinity portion of Commencement Bay
(RP/EIS Figure 2.9-2). The functions and services provided by
this intertidal habitat are sufficiently unique that they cannot
be provided by freshwater or terrestrial habitats. Therefore, it
is logical that restoration, replacement, or rehabilitation of
the injured resources and services should occur within the
relatively high-salinity portions of Commencement Bay.. These
locations are all within the existing waterways and shorelines of
Commencement Bay. However, many of the alternatives, including
the Trustees’ Preferred Alternative, address restoration outside
of this area. ‘




Ms. Judy Lantor & Dr. Robert C. Clark
October 8, 1996
Page 4

Further, the EIS points out that the Natural Resource
Trustees are conducting a Natural Resource Damage Assessment
(NRDA) for Commencement Bay. "The assessed damages. . .are
intended to be sufficient to restore injured natural
resources to the levels of function and service that they
would have provided but for the injuries,. . ." (RP/EIS p.
1-1). Restoration of these resources to the level of
function and services "they would have provided, but for the
injuries" is unlikely to be possible outside of the vicinity
and basic environmental characteristics of the injured
habitat. The most basic environmental characteristics -of
the injured habitats are their salinity and tidal
characteristics. These basic characteristics are not
present in the freshwater and terrestrial habitats of the
Puyallup River basin and adjacent areas. _ :

At a variety of locations within the RP/EIS there is
evidence of this inappropriate focus on habitat restoration that
is unlikely to restore, replace, or rehabilitate the injured
functions and services. Because these focus areas do not have
the same basic characteristics as the locations at which the
claimed injuries occurred, they cannot be considered to be
equivalent to the injured habitats nor can they provide
equivalent functions and services. The following discussion
points out some of the more obvious examples to illustrate this
deficiency.

In identifying the initial study area (Section 1.2), the EIS
immediately expands the area under consideration outside the
vicinity of the injuries to include the freshwater and
terrestrial portions of the Puyallup River and Hylebos Creek
Basins. As shown in Figure 1.2-1 the study area includes the
fresh water and terrestrial habitats of the Puyallup River and
Hylebos Creek drainage basins. This initial study area is next
expanded to cover the entire Puyallup River drainage basin and
adjacent areas (Section 1.2.2).

Section 2.0 describes the affected environment and the
habitat types, functions, distribution, and conditions of claimed
injuries. This section and the Commencement Bay Phase I Damage
Assessment Report (CB/NRDA) show only theoretical links to
injuries of functions and services that may be provided by
freshwater and terrestrial habitats. Although some of the
species for which the.injuries are claimed also use these
habitats, there is no evidence that any injuries occurred to the
freshwater and terrestrial habitats, nor that their functions or
services were injured by the releases of hazardous substances.
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Ms. Judy Lantor & Dr. Robert C. Clark
October 8, 1996
Page 5

Section 3.0 describes the Alternatives for the proposed
action. A landscape ecology approach is given as the appropriate
method for planning restoration activities (Section 3.1.1). One
concern is that the landscape ecology approach has not been
properly applied or has been used in an inappropriate manner to
develop alternatives that do not restore, replace, or
rehabilitate injured functions and services. The landscape
ecology theory places emphasis on all aspects of an ecosystem
that are important to the existence of that ecosystem’s
characteristics. To replace estuarine (intertidal-subtidal,
saline) habitat with freshwater or terrestrial habitat types does
not follow the landscape ecology approach. Both the location and
size of habitats are also important in the landscape ecology
approach. Habitats must be of an appropriate size, location and
connection to other habitats to fill their appropriate functions
in the ecosystem. The importance of these aspects of the
landscape ecology approach are not included in the RP/EIS.

The proposed alternatives include many options that may
indirectly benefit some of the species or groups of species of
concern, but do not replace, restore, or rehabilitate the claimed
injuries to functions and services. For example, improvements to
freshwater habitat may benefit salmonid populations from previous
detrimental habitat alterations, but it would not be an
equivalent to the allegedly injured estuarine functions and
services provided by the injured intertidal habitat necessary for
young salmon and juvenile marine fishes.

Failure to maintain the spacial heterogeneity, as well as
interactions and exchanges across heterogeneous components of
landscapes, will be detrimental to the functions of the
landscape, which consists of the Puyallup River Drainage Basin
and adjacent areas. The estuarine component of the landscape is
one component that has been severely reduced by permitted habitat
alterations. To not restore the heterogeneity provided by the
remaining portion of this landscape component would be to ignore
the basic objective of the landscape ecology approach.

Thus, as currently drafted, the Restoration Plan and the
RP/EIS will lead to expenditure of NRD funds in a manner that
will not provide an equivalent to the injured functions and
services. "Trustees must use all sums they recover in
compensation for natural resource injuries to restore,
rehabilitate, replace, or acquire the equivalent of the injured
natural resources." (Federal Register Vol. 61, No. 89/Tuesday
May 7, 1996, p. 20560). If intertidal and shallow subtidal
habitats can be restored there is no need to look elsewhere.
There are obviously a variety of restoration opportunities within
the nearshore portions of Commencement Bay where the claimed
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Ms. Judy Lantor & Dr. Robert C. Clark
October 8, 1996
Page 6

injuries occurred. In many cases, these areas can be restored
with less environmental impact than that caused by restoration in
freshwater and terrestrial areas.

III. The draft EIS/RP misstates information currently known about
the extent of natural resource injury.

The draft EIS/RP fails to provide an accurate assessment of
what is currently known about environmental impacts to the
Commencement Bay environment and fails to explain how that
information is significant to the purpose of the EIS/RP. 1In
Section 2.4 regarding "Injuries to Natural Resources and
Services," many premature, conclusory statements are made about
findings of impacts to natural resources. Even though Section
2.4 also explains that the Natural Resource Trustees Phase I
Damage Assessment Report (1995) is only a preliminary description
of injuries, those preliminary flndlngs are frequently stated in
a misleadingly conclusory fashion in the draft EIS/RP. 1In fact,
comments submitted on the Damage Assessment Report (1995) have
shown it to be a critically flawed study.

Furthermore, as stated in the Executive Summary, the purpose
of the EIS/RP is to analyze at a programmatic level the
environmental impacts of ‘implementation of the alternatives that
may be used by the Trustees to restore, replace, rehabilitate,
and/or acquire the equivalent of the injured natural resources
and the services they would have provided -- not to quantify the
extent of restoration needed to satisfy claims agalnst partles
deemed responsible for the injury. This point is stated in the
Executive Summary and should be repeated in Section 2.4 of the
EIS/RP and in any other section that includes discussion of
investigation and evaluation of natural resource damages.

A-10
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Ms. Judy Lantor & Dr. Robert C. Clark
October’' 8, 1996

Page 7

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the
draft EIS/RP. If the Trustees have any questions regarding these
comments, please contact the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

R. Paul Beveridde
Lucy E. Phillips,
for ASARCO Incorporated and
Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical

Corporation :

ITE & MCAULIFE

AMS, KAS¥NER, & GIBBS

ark Meyers, ‘
for General Metals of Tacoma, Inc.:

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL CORPORATION

hn R. eeler,
for Occidental Chemical Corporation

A-11



Response to R. Paul Beveridge, Mark Meyers and John R. Wheeler letter, Heller Ehrman White and
McAuliffe:

1.

For purposes of this programmatic level evaluation, the Trustees believe that no action or
natural recovery as an alternative to restoration will not adequately compensate the public
for injuries caused by the release of hazardous substances or the discharge of oil into the
Commencement Bay environment. The implications of implementing the no action
alternative are addressed in sections 4.4.1, 4.5 and appendix E of the EIS. At the project-
specific level, evaluations will be made as to whether a particular habitat should be
preserved without active restoration, or whether enhancement efforts may expedite
ecological benefits to the system. ,

The Trustees’ mandate is to restore natural resources and/or their associated services which

have been injured as a result of releases of hazardous substances or a discharge of oil. Itis -

expected that restoration efforts would principally be focused on the primary study area
(page ES-1 of the RP). The Trustee’s damage assessment process to date has identified
salmonids, flatfish, benthic infauna, epibenthic invertebrates, birds, sediments, and surface
water as injured resources (section 2.4 of the EIS). All of these resources are expected to
benefit from restoration projects in the Primary Study Area. Some, in particular salmonids
and birds, would also benefit from restoration activities in the Expanded Study Area. The
upper watersheds and major tributaries of the primary study area provide spawning sites,
large woody debris input to the ecosystem, travel corridors, forage, nesting, and cover for a
wide varicty of fish and wildlife species. Should a determination be made that a key species
or its services which has been injured in Commencement Bay would most benefit from
restoring an essential element of its life cycle further upstream, the Trustees would only then
look toward the Expanded Study Area for potential restoration sites. Pages 1-7 and 1-8 of
the EIS and pages 1-10 and 1-11 of the RP should be consulted for examples of the
conditions that would need to be met before the Trustees considered potential projects for
evaluation in the expanded study area. -

The landscape ecology principles of size, location and connection to other habitats arc all
utilized as site evaluation criteria. These are identified in Tables 3.3-1, 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 of
the EIS. These landscape ecology principles and their application as screening and selection
criteria are explained in section 3.2 of the RP.

The natural resource damage assessment process which is underway, along with the ongoing
EPA/Ecology remedial sampling efforts, is providing information regarding injuries to
natural resources and/or services and indicates that NRDA restoration is needed to
compensate the public for injuries to natural resources and/or services. The injured natural
resources and services identified in the CB/NRDA process are part of the project-specific
evaluation criteria.

) Final EIS - February 1997 A-12
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TACOMA-PIERCE COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

October 8, 1996

Judy Lantor ’ .
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
3704 Griffin Lane S.E., Ste. 102

Olympia, WA 98501-2192

.

RE: Commencement Bay Programmatic EIS, Vol. I: Draft EIS

Dear Ms. Lantor:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Commencement Bay
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, Volume I: Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

The Chamber is pleased with the progress that is being made to complete
the environmental restoration for Commeacement Bay. The Chamber

encourages a prompt and considered finalization of the environmental
impact statement. ’

The Chamber has conducted a staff review of the document, including
interviews with several members of the Chamber's Environmental Task

Force. The Chamber encourages the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
and Trustees to continue to work with local groups and individuals to both
understand and incorporate their comments into the draft EIS/RP, while
avoiding lengthy revisions.

The Chamber is supportive of the preferred alternative.

Sincerely,

Gary D. Brackett, Mgr.
Business and Trade Development

950 PACIFIC AVENUE, SUITE 300, PO BOX 1933, TACOMA, WA 98401
PHONE: 206-627-2175, FAX: 206-597-7305, HOME PAGE: http//wwwitpchamber.org
ACCREDITED BY THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER

oS
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Response to Gary D. Brackett letter, Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber of Commerce:

L

The lead and cooperating agencies aim is to promptly respond to comments and issue the
final EIS.

As noted in section 1.5 of the EIS, the public has been given several opportunities for public
comment, beyond what is required under NEPA. The lead and cooperating agencies have
worked to incorporate comments and will continue to do so. The Trustees are committed to
keeping the public involved and informed and have agreed to hold informal discussion
meetings on the RP, and future restoration planning and implementation activities during
their quarterly committee meetings, held on the second Tuesday of the months of October,

- January, April, and July.

Comment noted.

Final EIS - February 1997 : A-14
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Commencement Bay Cleanup Action Committee

Post Office Box 1602
Tacoma, Washington 98401-1602

October 1, 1996

SN Tl ITRI%yA
ECCLE S0 <o "«"é%
LT Ga e
Judy Lantor
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service CLYREA w2
3704 Griffen Land SE, Suite 102 RECE!z:

Olympia, Washington 98501-2192
Re: RP/EIS Comments

Dear Ms. Lantor,

Enclosed are comments submitted by the Commencement Bay Cleanup Action
Committee (CBCAC) regarding the Commencement Bay Draft Restoration Plan and
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (RP/EIS). With minor variations, they

are similar to the preliminary comments which we offered during the NRDA Trustee's
public hearing earlier this month.

If your have questions or comments, please contact me at (360) 754-3603. Thank you.

Sincerely,

A-15



Comments regarding the NRDA Trustees’
Environmental Impact Statement and Restoration Plan

for Commencement Bay.

Submitted by the Commencement Bay Cleanup Action Committee
SEPTEMBER 27, 1996

The Commencement Bay Cleanup Action Committee (CBCAC) makes the following
comments regarding the NRDA Trustees' Environmental Impact Statement and
Restoration Plan (EIS/RP) Draft, dated June, 1996.

A. CBCAC complements the Trustees for working with local groups and individuals to
understand their concerns and incorporate their comments into.the draft EIS/RP.

B. CBCAC urges the Trustees to finalize the EIS/RP as soon as possible so that restoration
projects around Commencement Bay can begin, be expanded, and/or be
coordinated with other restoration projects. To this end, CBCAC urges the Trustees to
avoid lengthy revisions to the draft and to issue a final EIS/RP by the end of 1996.

C. CBCAC strongly supports 'rhé integrated approach identified as the preferred
alternative in the draft EIS/RP.

D. CBCAC proposes the following.clarifications of the draft EIS/RP:

1. Create a user-friendly preamble to explain the NRD/RP process to the ordinary
citizen who might read the document.

2. Include a short explanation of “tiering” and describe how work completed
during the Programmatic EIS phase can expedite the level of review
‘necessary for the project specific EIS level.

3. Refer more specifically fo local regulations, ordinances, and plans which
include CBCAC's Vision for Commencementi Bay, and emphasize that work
performed under the EIS/RP will be completed in accordance with these.

E. CBCAC supports the EIS/RP's division of the Commencement Bay area into Habitat
Focus Areas.

F. CBCAC encourages the Trustees to continue working closely with CBCAC and other
local groups as it implements the final EIS/RP.

% # | “A-16
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Response to James Goche’ letter, Commencement Bay Cleanup Action Committee (CBCAC):

1.

2.

See Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber of Commerce letter, comment 1.

Comment noted.

Section 1.1 of the EIS, section 1.1 of the RP, and section 1.1 and Appendix A of the Scoping
Document explain the relevant part of CERCLA and reference the Act for those requesting
additional information. Quarterly public briefings have been established to provide status
reports and answer any public inquiries regarding the NRDA process. The Trustees believe
that this more interactive forum should be used to further educate or clarify NRDA activities

as they arise, and to develop a user-friendly restoration guidance book (as requested by
members of the interested public).

Section 1-1 of the Scoping Document and section 1.4 of the EIS describe generally the
tiering process. In essence, they state that site-specific documents will summarize the
relevant issues originally discussed in the RP/EIS so that further documents can concentrate
on actions specific to the particular site. Issues that have been discussed in the programmatic
EIS which will therefore not require evaluation at the site specific level include social
economic, displacement, and energy consumption (section 4.3 of the EIS). Other issues have
been covered in a programmatic nature and will only need to address site specific issues
rather than a cumulative effects analysis; for example water quality impacts.

Section 5 of the EIS describes at a programmatic level many of the potentially applicable
federal, state, local, and tribal laws and regulatory authorities, along with area programs and
plans, including those of the City, WDNR, CBCAC, and CHB, which would be taken into
account at the project-specific level. Section 4.2 of the RP states that actions taken under
the RP/EIS are intended to be consistent with local and state planning documents and
regulations, and that the project manager will adhere to all applicable and relevant
regulations and permits. We conclude that these sections adequately address this comment.

See Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber of Commerce letter, comment 2.

Final EIS - February 1997 ‘ A-17
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October 8, 1996

Judy Lantor

US Fish and Wildlife Service
3704 Griffin Lane SE, Suite 102
Olympia, WA 98501-2192

Dear Ms. Lantor:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Commencement Bay Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement. We have reviewed the Draft EIS and have the following
comments:

The preferred alternative is the Integrated Approach as outlined in the EIS.

Most projects will be exempt from the shoreline permitting process but the City will likely want to
issue a DNS to allow for public input and to support a decision that the project is consistent with the
shoreline program.

Under City regulations, all proposed developments shall be designed to maximize the public view
and public access to and along the shoreline where appropriate. Public access shall be required for
all shoreline developments unless compelling arguments are made to support the claim that public
access is not compatible with the project goals.

Under City regulations, aquaculture enterprises shall be permitted only for personal consumption,
educational projects, or improvement of habitat. Hatcheries are to be located in upland locations
with net pens allowed as an accessory use on a seasonal basis. However, “the goals and intent of the

1988 Agreement between the. Puyallun Tribe of Indians and various governmental agencies shall be .
g‘- y t 4 v =)

considered when evaluating aquacultural facilities.” If such facilities are located on tribal land, no
local permit would be required but a Corps of Engineers permit would presumably be issued only
after Ecology issued a CZMA consistency determination, which could in turn necessitate compliance
with local substantive requirements. A reasonable argument could be made that a delayed release net
pen that is used in lieu of an existing program of planting hatchery fingerlings into streams (where
the fingerlings compete with wild fish for food) is a habitat improvement in that its use reduces
competition for available stream habitat resources. '

The trustees may find themselves converting upland properties requiring cleanup to habitat. Under
City regulations, on-site containment is allowed only in the S-10 Port Industrial Shoreline District.

747 Market, Street, Room 408 ¥ Tacoma, Washington 98402-3769
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Where possible, habitat improvement projects shall be protected in perpetuity. Such projects shall be A
approached on a watershed basis and promote an ecosystem or landscape approach. Trustee actions .
appear to be consistent with this provision of the code.

In the restoration plan, the Bay and Tideflats Area are divided into six focus areas with undefined
boundaries. These areas do not encompass all the lands within the primary study area but
“restoration activities are not precluded outside these boundaries if site or service criteria yield a - 1
high order of benefits.”! Additionally, since areas both inside and outside the focus areas are
included within the primary and extended study areas examined in the EIS, a project proposed
outside of the focus areas would be covered by the environmental review provided by the EIS.

Sincerely,

Kagpen J. Lar]
Acting Director of Public Works

KL:jpm

A-19
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Response to Karen J. Larkin letter, City of Tacoma Public Works Department:

1.

2.

‘Comment noted.

See Tacoma Public Utilities letter, comment 1 and CBCAC letter, comment 5.

Section 4.3 of the EIS addresses this comment on page 4-9. The Trustees will seek to
balance the goals of public access and habitat restoration during the design phase. As well,
...aesthetic qualities should not be adversely affected under any alternative. This comment
refers to maximizing the public view along the shoreline. The addition of restoration sites
along the shoreline should improve the public view. Section 3.2.2.3 of the RP provides a
criteria to rank potential restoration sites based on the physical ability of the public to access
or view the restoration site.

The only type of net pens proposed under the Integrated Approach are those that would be
utilized on a seasonal basis, section 3.3.5 of the EIS. The entities responsible for salmon
fisheries management would be consulted with regard to any net pen proposal. Prior to
construction of any net pens, all necessary permits would be obtained, which would include
review for consistency with City regulations.

Comment noted.

As noted in scction 3.1.1 of the EIS and scctions 1.3.2 and 1.3.3 of the RP, actions proposed
by the Trustees are consistent with the provision of this code.

Comment noted.

Final EIS - February 1997 ‘ A-20
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‘implementation. - .

' .continues in the bay.

October 8, 1996

US Fish and Wildlife Service
3704 Griffin Lane SE Suite 102

Re: Draft Commencement Bay Programmatic 'Eﬁ\}ironnieﬁtai Impact
Déa: Ms. Lantor, _ |
Citizens fora HcalthyBay (CHB)~a15preéiaté§ the 6ppoftﬁnity 0

comment on the Draft Commencement Bay Programmatic Environniental

. Impact Statement (DEIS). The DE;S is greatly improved froin the .

- "advanced draft EIS released to the public.in Decemnber 1995, Itis- - . -

. apparent the Natural Resource Trustees worked diligently on refining the
“document and addressing CHB’s previous comments. T e

‘CHB supports the Integrated Approach, the preferred alternative, chosen
.. by the Trustees. At this stage, CHB ericourages the Trusteés to expediate -
-~ finalization - of the EIS and begin implementation of the Restoration Plan.
- To begin implementation, CHB recommends reconvening the - -
~ Restoration Panel to assess whether its work is complete or may need .-

updating. Also, the Panel should assess how it may assist with

Finally, CHB ﬁas»fma]ized: its Conservation Pridrities drafted last year
‘which is.attached with these comments. CHB hopes the Trustees will - ..~

give strong consideration to CHB’s Conservation Priorities as restoration

! Sinc"c:.xte'ly,‘ -

" -Ddug Pierce -

Board President .

D .'Spe'al;'it;g fb('a 'livirié.béy,j;,." L |
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Response to Doug Pierce letter, Citizens for a Healthy Bay (CHB):

L

2.

Comment noted.

See response to Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber of Commerce letter, comment 1.

See response to Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber of Commerce letter, comment 2, and
CBCAC letter, comment 3. The Trustees held an informal discussion at their October 8,
1996 quarterly meeting. The Trustees, with the concurrence and encouragement of the
public, including Leslie Ryan from CHB, were in agreement that the focus of the Trustees
quarterly public briefing meetings could be expanded and, as such, would suffice as an
acceptable public forum for continuing discussions on restoration information needs and
implementation issues.

With the exception of the North Shore Hillside, all of the sites listed as conservation
priorities by CHB are included on the preliminary inventory of potential restoration sites,
Table 3-1 in the RP. A site must first meet the required criteria to be considered as a
potential site suitable for conducting NRDA restoration activities. Required criteria are
listed in section 3.2.1 of the RP. Required criteria include that restoration of the site must
provide functional benefits to injured natural resources. Nominations for additional
restoration sites are always welcomed by the Trustees.

Final EIS - February 1997 , AL
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October 8, 1996 WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF

Natural Resources JENNIFER M. BELCHER

Commissioner of Public Lands
KALEEN COTTINGHAM

Supervisor

Ms. Judy Lantor
US Fish and Wildlife Serv1ce

- 3704 Griffin Ln SE, Ste 102

Olympia, WA 98501-2192

Subject: . Commencement Bay Restoration Plan Pi'ogrammatic DEIS
Dear Ms. Lantor:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Commencement Bay Restoration Plan
Programmatic DEIS.

We wish to commend the participating agencies for a job well done. The document provides a”
generally excellent, thorough treatment for an extremely complex task. Below are our comments:

General:

Not enough effort has been made to put the restoration program in perspective as a subset of
habitat management. Please clarify the scope of what will be accomplished if the program and
restoration projects are implemented. It would be useful for interested parties to gain an
expectation of how the restoration program fits into an overall framework of resource status,
trends, and potential management options for the Puyallup Basin. For example, the proposed
program will restore some of the historic natural resource production and services lost in
Commencement Bay. However, additional cooperative basin landscape management planning
efforts will likely be required to restore and sustain some species. A brief dlSCllSSlOIl of
landscape management principles may also be warranted.

Specific:

Page 2-14, Section 2.5.1.1 = We suggest more detail on salmonid stock status and management
basis. The history of the White River Spring Chinook Rebuilding Program would significantly
strengthen the rationale for more high quality estuarine salmonid habitat. Improvements in ,
habitat are essential to the stated program goal for a healthy naturally self-sustaining population.
The recent dramatic improvement in the White River coho run size and continuing healthy wild

runs of pinks and chinook also demonstrate a production base that would benefit substgm.t}all)é ]

Z

from i improvements in the lower river and estuanne habitats. 30inu38 3 1’707‘}'“3 007004

FHSId gy

CCT 10 1995
CLYMPIA, . A-23

R&C*]‘JEL,

1111 WASHINGTON ST SE 1 PO BOX 47000 1 OLYMPIA, WA 98504-7000

9y
Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer RECYCLED PAPER %d



Ms. Judy Lantor
Page 2
October 8, 1996

Pg2-45, 2.12.2 The management goals for state-owned aquatic lands is misstated. Please
refer to RCW 79.90.455 and WAC 332-30-100(1). The sentence on management would better
fit under section 2.12.3.

Pg 2-45,2.12.3 This section partially addresses some of our earlier comments on the need
to discuss the relationship of the various land management statutes, regulations, and ordinances
to the restoration plan. The section still does not address state-owned aquatic lands management
authority and guidance. The presence of the Tacoma Harbor Area and waterways places
limitations on options within Commencement Bay as significant as any upland zoning, SMP
environment designation, or Growth Management Comprehensive Plan. We will be happy to
work with you to clarify our mutual understanding of the relationship among the various
authorities and the restoration plan.

Pg3-2,3.1.1 The relatively high management and operation/maintenance costs for
sustaining a healthy ecosystem in an urban environment should also be acknowledged.

Pg3-11,3.3.3 The degree of (potential) isolation from sources of contamination or
human disturbances is 2 more meaningful criteria than distance alone. A physical barrier may be
much more effective than separation by distance. Hopefully, the ranking process has the
flexibility to consider technological fixes to contamination or human disturbances.

The trustees may want to consider alternative or additional public access management strategies
beyond selection criteria in the planning document. Public access to aquatic lands has been given
a high priority by 2 number of land use management policy documents. Criteria for balancmg
public access against the ecological functions may be useful.

Pg4-9,43 The statement “Preservation and restoration of natural resources are not
addressed under these regulations as administered by the Washington Department of Natural
Resources” should read: “Preservation and restoration of natural resources are not addressed as
land use classes under these regulations as administered by the Washington Department of
Natural Resources.”

Pg4-29,4.6 You apparently have interpreted our previous comments relative to
displacement of commerce to a more narrow geographic scope than we intended to convey. We
are concerned about displacement to less impacted or more sensitive areas in Puget Sound or
other western Washington areas. The possibility of shifting port development to those areas and
the potential cumulative impacts should be addressed in the EIS.

A-24
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Ms. Judy Lantor
Page 3
October 8, 1996

We would like to discuss your assertion that the restoration program will have no cumulative
adverse impact on the Tacoma Harbor Area. While we agree that restoration and commerce are
not incompatible within Commencement Bay, we can demonstrate that restoration can and will
impact the capabilities of the existing Tacoma Harbor Area. We suggest a programmatic review
of the potential impacts as a means to promote community consensus on the balance between
Harbor Area capability and renewable natural resource production areas.

Pg5-8. The description of arca programs and plans for the Aquatic Resources
Program and other DNR programs are incomplete and inaccurate. Please contact us for
clarification.

Volume I

Please see general comment relative to putting the restoration plan into the context of an overall
habitat management approach that will sustain a desired level of resource production.

PgES-4 Stewardship is not just related to private parties. All managers of public
property can and should review management to ensure environmental protection. Beyond that,
public natural resource trustee agencies can significantly contribute to stewardship by ensuing
that all proprietary management actions foster sustainable natural resource production. We
would like to see more details in the restoration concept document on the potentials for
stewardship partnerships between government agencies at all levels and the private sector.

Pg2-1,2.2 The descriptions of habitat types and functions is generally very good. The
state and tribal Wild Salmonid Policy (WSP) workgroup has identified additional functions that

- may need to be considered. Since the policy is being structured to facilitate locally based
watershed protection and restoration programs, a short work session with representatives of the .

WSP workgroup would likely be very beneficial for both projects.

Pg3-22 The DNR role as a sponsoring proprietary trustee should be acknowledged
in the document both in the general case and for individual projects. The state, acting through
the DNR, has facilitated existing and planned restoration projects by providing use of state-
owned aquatic lands based upon our proprietary trustee interests. The DNR support for the Slip
1, Milwaukee Waterway, Simpson Middle Waterway Shoreline, and City of Tacoma projects has
been based upon our public trustee interest in seeing both a healthy productive estuary and a
healthy economy. ’ :

Pg1-7,13.3 ' The trustees should address the potential for active participation in
watershed recovery planning and implementation as a restoration activity. There likely will be
future opportunities to participate in salmonid habitat recovery planning for the Puyallup Basin.

lo
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Ms. Judy Lantor
Page 4
October 8, 1996

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to review this document If you have any questlons please -

feel free to contact Bill Graeber at (360) 902-1146.

Sincerely,

R

Ron Teissere, Assistant Division Manager
‘Department of Natural Resources

Aquatic Resources Division

PO Box 47027

Olympia, Wa. 98504-7027

c: Bill Gréeber

FADATA\SUPPORT\ALEA_PLN\LANTOR.LTR
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Response to Ron Teissere letter, Washington State Departrhent of Natural Resources (WDNR):

1.

10.

11.

As a State NRDA Trustee and cooperating agency, we anticipate that WDNR will provide

input on this topic to the ongoing development of a restoration guidance book (sec CBCAC
letter, comment 3).

Comment acknowledged. Section 2.5.1.1 of the EIS revised on pages 2-14 and 2-15.

Comment acknowledged. Section 2.12.2 of the EIS revised on page 2-45, according to
WDNR recommendations.

Comment acknowledged. Section 2.12.2 of the EIS revised on page 2-48, according to
WDNR recommendations. '

Section 3.1.1 of the EIS provides a definition of the landscape ecology approach. The high
cost of conducting restoration in an urban environment are discussed in Appendix E under
criteria four and are summarized in Table 3.4-1 of the EIS.

Table 3.3-2 on page 3-11 utilizes the term separation. The term distance was not used for
the reasons addressed in your letter. Separation provides the latitude to look at other
methods to provide separation from contaminants or human disturbance rather than being
limited to simply distance.

The criteria of public access is further defined in section 3.2.2.3 of the RP, on page 3-6.
Weight is given to sites that can accommodate public access compatible with restoration
goals. Section 1.3 of the RP provides a detailed description of the Trustee’s NRDA
restoration goals and objectives. These goals and objectives provide a sound methodology
to balance public access issues while maintaining the ecological functions necessary for the
restoration of injured natural resources.

Comment acknowledged. Text changed, section 4.3 of the EIS revised on page 4-9.

As section 4.6 of the EIS states, “By carefully considering commercial, industrial, and
navigational activities during site specific project planning, it is expected that any adverse
impacts can be avoided.” Since any adverse cumulative impacts to commerce would be
avoided or mitigated, there should not be a displacement of commerce under the NRDA
restoration program. ’

. Comment acknowledged. Section 5.7 of the EIS amended on page 2-48, according to

WDNR recommendations.

More information is provided on stewardship in the text of the conceptual restoration plan,
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12.

13.

14.

section 4.7, page 4-6. This section has been revised to incorporate governmental agencies.
Comment noted.
Comment acknowledged. Section 3.13 of the RP revised on page 3-21.

Section 5.7 of the EIS discusses coordination with other programs. This comment is
incorporated within the intent of section 1.3.3 of the RP.
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Rachel Thomas
Box 4637
Huachuca City, AZ 85616

e

october 3, 1996

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
3704 Griffin Lane SE, Suite 102
Olympia, WA 98501-2192

Reference Federal Register, August 8, 1996, Number 154 pertaining
to the Development of the Commencement Bay Natural Resource
Damage Assessment Restoration Plan, Pierce County, WA.

The public lands and waters must be managed to the very best of
Capabilities. This can only be done by utilizing the knowledge
and abilities of the people who live on and make their living
from the land. All state and local governments along with every
land user including ranchers, loggers, miners, fishermen,
recreation people, hunters, school boards, fire boards to name a
few should be included in any land management action or plan such
as the one you are proposing.

For the best results, land management decision should be made by
people who have to live long term with the consequences of the
decisions, not some government employee who is on the job for a
year or a few years then moves on.

Our public lands should be managed for productivity and

considering the impact on local communities, their economics,
customs, traditions and cultures.

Please provide me a copy of the RP/EIS and place my name on your
mailing list for any future documents that pertain to this
action.

Sincerely

Rachel Thomas

cc
Senator Jon Kyl
Senator John McCain N
Senator Slade Gorton 4 »
Senator Patty Murray L ) . A-29



Response to Rachel Thomas letter:

1.

2.

See Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber of Commerce letter, comment 2.

These items are addressed in section 4.3 and appendix E of the draft EIS.

Final EIS - February 1997
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Elf Atochem North America, Inc.
el F atOChem 2901TaylorWay.Tacoma.Wash’ingto‘n 98421
Phone: (206) 627-9101, Fax (206) 627-0554
/5319

October 4, 1996

PR

VIA FACSIMILE e

Dr. Robert Clark

NOAA, NMFS Restoration Center Northwest
7600 Sand Point Way N.E.

Seattle, WA 98115-0070

Ms. Judy Lantor

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
3704 Griffen Lane SE, Suite 102
Olympia, WA 98501-2192

RE: EIf Atochem North America, Inc.
Comments on the Cornmencement Bay Draft Prograramatic Restoration
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Dr. Clark, Ms. Lantor and NRD Trustees:

- Thank you for the opportunity to provide preliminary comments on the draft
Programmatic Restoration Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). We are
pleased that this draft has addressed numerous preliminary comments of interested
parties, and we appreciate the Trustees’ efforts to be responsive to our concems. EIf
Atochem North America, Inc. offers the following comments for your consideration in
developing the final Programmatic Restoration Plan and EIS.

We are concerned that the emphasis on habitat restoration has shifted away from
the intertidal marine and estuarine environment of Commencement Bay toward dissimilar
freshwater and/or terrestrial habitats located outside the primary study area, but within
the Expanded Study Area. It seems very clear that the ecological function of a marine
intertidal habitat cannot be provided in freshwater environment. It is unclear how
restoration of the (lost) resource to the level of function and service “but for the (alleged)
injury” can be obtained if the characteristics of high salinity and tidal environment are
absent in “equivalent” resource areas.
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Dr. Clark, Ms. Lantor & NRD Trustees
October 4, 1996 -
Page 2

For this reason, we do not agree with the low priotitization or ranking given to
restoration sites Jocated within the primary restoration area. For example, the Kaiser
slough is ranked as a low priority opportunity for restoration, in spite of its excellent
potential as an augmented intertidal habitat project.

We are also concerned that the landscape ecology approach (see Section 3.1.1)
has been misapplied. The theory of landscape ecology does not allow for the
~ replacement of saline, estuarine intertidal habitat with freshwater habitat (or even upland
terrestrial habitats), as shown in Figure 1.2.1 of the draft Programmatic EIS.

The Landscape Ecology approach requires hebitars be of an equivalent size,
location and proximity to provide equivalence of service. These aspects of landscape
ecology theory have not been sufficiently addressed in the Draft Programmatic
Restoration Plan and EIS. '

‘We are concerned because certain species, including the northern spotted awl, the
spotted frog, gray wolf and grizzly bear are included in the discussions of the expanded
study area. It is highly uncertain and in some cases extremely improbable that some of
these species currently exist in this area. Therefore, there is no basis for considering such
species in connection with the chemical constituents of concern in Commencement Bay.
Their inclusion is puzzling, and there is no discussion of the nexus between these species
and a potential injury in Commencement Bay. Discussion of these species should be
deleted from the Draft Programmatic Restoration Plan and EIS.

The draft EIS fails to adequately address the importance and significant benefits
associated with natural recovery. It acknowledges the apparent importance of nataral
recovery and the remendous ability of natural systems to “self heal,” but goes on to
discount natural recovery as a viable option and provides no analysis as to how this
conclusion was reached. We strongly believe natural recovery is for most of
Commencement Bay the restoration process that is most likely to occur, and the process
most likely to be successful. Natural processes will be the primary mechanism for
recruitnent and recolonization of natural or manmade/man-modified habitats. For this
reason, the importance of a landscape ecology approach that focuses on marine/estuarine
habits for restoration is critical and must be a vital element of the approach described in
the Draft Programmaiic Restoration Plan and EIS.

We also believe that a key consideration for selection of a restoration approach
should be that a restoration project “reduces fragmentation of the landscape” (see
criterion 6 on p. 3-19). If appropriate emphasis and weight is assigned to this criteria,
most (if not all) restoration work should 6¢cur within the primary restoration area, at least
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Dr. Clark, Ms. Lantor & NRD Trustees
October 4, 1996

 Page 3

until all proposed projects which are viable options, even those which are assigned a low-
ranking at the present time, are fully considered.

In the Draft Restoration Plan/EIS, the Trustees should expressly recognize that
combining restoration projects that are ecologically cornected, especially within the
primary study area, will enhance the restoration value and priority ranking of restoration
efforts based on the theory of landscape ecology. Therefore, it may not be appropriate to
rank all sites on restoration value at this time.

The Trustees and PRPs should individually and collectively pursue restoration
options that consolidate the overall xestoration effort in the primary Restoration Area of
Commencement Bay.

Otherwise, we are very concerned that the Restoration Plan and this
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement will lead to unwarranted and unwise
expenditures of NRD funds in 2 way that does not provide equivalent services (or
functions) to.the alleged injury/lost service.

We believe the focus should be kept within the primary study area, and to the
maximum extent possible, with respect to intertidal and subddal environs within
Cemmencement Bay.

After you have had the opportunity to review these comments, we would be
pleased to discuss your responses at a technical meeting or by an exchange of written
correspondence. We reserve the right to comment further in the future or challenge any
aspect, including, but not limited to, the reasonableness of the scope and/or cost; the
relevance to any alleged releases of chemical constituents into Commencement Bay
(particularly the Hylebos Waterway); the relevance to restoration goals, the equivalence
of allegedly equivalent resources and their acquisition, and the jurisdiction of any or all

‘Trustees over the elements included in this draft Programmatic Restoration Plan and EIS.

We appreciate the opporﬁnu‘ty to provide these comments and look forward to
further discussions with your office. as appropriate.
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Dr. Clark, Ms. Lantor & NRD Trustees
October 4, 1996
Page 4

Please do not hesitate to contact me directly at (206) 596-6846 to discuss these
comments further. _

Fred Wolf D

cc:  Mr. Robert Taylor
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Response to Fred Wolf letter, EIf Atochem:

1.

See Heller Ehrman White and McAuliffe letter, comment 2. Sites are ranked not only by
location but according to a variety of environmental factors.

See Heller Ehrman White and McAuliffe letter, comment 3.

The purpose of section 2.6 of the EIS is to briefly summarize the status of all threatened and
endangered species within the primary and expanded study areas. Prior to implementation
of any NRDA restoration projects, an evaluation of impacts to threatened and endangered
species is required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. This section of the EIS

provides a programmatic overview which can then be referenced in the site specific
evaluation (subsequent tiered environmental documents, see Goche’ letter, comment 4).

See Heller Ehrman White and McAuliffe letter, comment 1.

The Trustees recognize that potential restoration site ranking is directly related to ecological
changes which occur. As sites are restored, other sites in proximity would accordingly be
likely to receive a higher ranking on the criteria of functional connectivity (page 3-3 of the
RP).

See response to Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber of Commerce letter, comment 2 and CHB
letter, comment 3.
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3 q UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
*:.,& & REGION 10
PROTE 1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101
DEC 0 ¢ 1396
Reply To ‘ SIHITS 115207003
Attn Of: ECO-088 ’ J01L138 2210TIM R HSI4 °S'N
0 1R
Judy Lantor A
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service GLVEEIA, VK
3704 Griffin Lane SE, Suite 102 TOTIED

Olympia, WA 98501-2192

Re: Commencement Bay Draft Restoration Plan and Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (RP/EIS)

Dear Ms. Lantor:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and 83089 of the Clean Air Act, we have reviewed the draft
Commencement Bay Draft RP and Programmatic EIS. The propose of the
programmatic RP/EIS is to coordinate and implement restoration projects under the
Commencement Bay Natural Resource Damage Assessment. The draft EIS
evaluates five alternatives including the no-action alternative.

The goal of the preferred alternative (Alternative 5) is to maximize the
opportunities for restoring, replacing, rehabilitating or acquiring natural resources
and services injured as a result of the release of hazardous substances or
discharges of oil, by integrating the best elements of the other alternatives (i.e.,
habitat function, species-specific, and acquisition of equivalent resources and
services). The draft EIS indicates that the no-action alternative could result in
additional adverse effect on the fish, wildfire, sediment and water as result of not
restoring, rehabilitating or acquiring the equivalent of the injured natural resources.
Therefore, we have rated the draft EIS LO (Lack of Objections).

As you are aware, EPA has been a cooperating agency during preparation of this
document. We commend the National Oceanic & Atomospheric Administation (NOAA)

- and the other Trustee agencies for the excellent and cooperative planning process that
has resulted in a restoration plan that can be implemented through a variety of
individual or cooperative agency efforts. We belive NOAA’s foresight and care paid
to involving the major regulatory and remediation agencies throughout the planning and
decision-making will result in actual, on the ground habitat restoration instead of
another pretty, but unimplementable plan. We expect to work closely with the
Trustees to this end in Commencement Bay and elsewhere in the Pacific Northwest. .
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U.3. Enviroomantal Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Euvironmental Impact Statements
Dafinicions and Follow-Up Action*

£ = ecd

10 « - Juck of OdJjecticos . -

The fnvironmental Prococewn Agency (8PA) revicw Bag not identified any potential mimental
impacts requiring sudbstantive changes to Tne vapcs-.lo The Teview myy bave disclosed opportunities Xor
application of amitigation measurcs chat could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

£C-- = Environmental Cohcernsg
The EPA review has identified e:vimmmul. impacts that should be avoided in ome: to fully protect

the eaviromment. Coryective nay ire g to the prafcrred alternative or application of
pitigation measures that can reduce these rmpaeu.

20 « = Environmental oh:leettm

The BPA review has :.de.n\:iﬁed sxgr;ficanc environmental impacts that’ should be avoided in orxder to
provide adequate pzacects.cn for the cnvi t, € tive es may zequu-e substantial changeg to the
preferred alternative of consideration of some other project alterpative (jacluaing the no-accion altersative

or a new alternative). EPA intends to wozk with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.
) 4

3T - ~ Eavirc 1ly Tnsatigfactory

The BPA review bag identified adverse environmeacal impacts cthat are of sufficient magnitudec that they
are unsatisfaclusy L{Fwm wac stedpeiac o public bealth ox weslfaze or eavizeamsatal guality. EPA intexds to
work with the lead agcnéy to veduce theze impacts. If the potcutial unsatisfactory impacts azec not corrected
at the $inal FIS stage, this proposel will be reeommended for referral to the Council on Envizonmental Quality
{(c=Q) .
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Category 1 - - Adeguate

EPA Delicves the draft BIS adequately gzéts forth the envirommental iwmpact(s) of the preferred
alternative and choee of the alternatives ressenadly available to the project or acticn. MNo further analysis
of 4data collectiont $# necessary, Mt the roviewer may suggest the addition of chdqd.ag language oX
{nformacion.

Category 2 -~ « Ynsufficient Informatiom

The draft BIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to :x'u.ly cvi 1 inpaccs
that chould be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, oxr the EPX revicwer has idencified nev .
reasopady avalladle altesnatives that are within the spectrum of altcrmatives analyzed in the draft BIS, which
could zeduce the envizocmental impacts of the action. The idencified additional information, data, analyses oz
afgcussion should de included $n the Sinal EIS.

Categozy 3 - - Inadequate . . . ‘

EPA docs not believe that che draft BIS adequately assesses potentially signiffcant emvizcnmental
¢rpacts of the action, ¢r the EPA Tevicwer has ldentified pew, reascsably available altermatives thac are
,outside of the cp ‘ of al fves analyzed in the draft BIS, which should ke analyzed in order to reduce
the potentfally significant environmental impacts., EPA belioves that the identified additionmal informatienm,
dacx, analyses. or aiscussions are of such a magnitude that they shouwld have full pudlic review at a drafe
stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Bavirohmental
:o:l.:.cy Act and or Sectiocn 309 review, and thus should de formally revised and made availsble for public coement
in a supplewental or revised draft EIS. On the dasis of the potential significant impacts involved, this
prapagal could he a candidare for refarral to the CEQ.
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APPENDIX 2

September 10, 1996
Public Meeting Transcript

A public meeting was held on September 10, 1996 at the World Trade Center in Tacoma,
Washington. Four people provided public testimony, Fred Gardner from the Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology); Jim Goche’ representing the Commencement Bay Cleanup
Action Committee; Dave MclIntee representing the Simpson Tacoma Kraft Company; and Leslie
Ryan representing Citizens for a Healthy Bay. The official transcript from the public meeting can

be found on the following pages. This summary refers to page and line numbers in the official
transcript.

The Commencement Bay Cleanup Action Committee and Citizens for a Healthy Bay also provided
formal written comments. The public testimony given by these two groups was very similar to their
written comments which were discussed in appendix 1. Jim Goche’ provided one additional
comment, with regard to habitat focus areas, that the focus be on larger contiguous habitat parcels

in the habitat areas (see page 13, line 15). For a response to this comment please see Beveridge
letter, response 3, in appendix 1. '

Fred Gardner from Ecology discussed the process for the State to adopt the programmatic EIS as a
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) document (see pages 10, 11). Dave Mclntee, representing
Simpson, talked in support of the RP/EIS and requested an informal meeting format to continue
discussions on the RP. This comment was made in several of the formal comment letters and is
answered in the Brackett letter response 2, Goche’ letter response 3, and Pierce letter response 3, in
appendix 1.

Final EIS - February 1997 A-38
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DRAFT RESTORATION PLAN
AND PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (RP/EIS)

FOR COMMENCEMENT BAY NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE

ASSESSMENT (CB/NRDA)

Tuesday, September 10, 1996
6:30 to 8:30 PM

World Trade Center, Port of Tacoma Road, Tacoma, Washington

REPORTED BY: LAURA A. LUSE
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KAREN NORTHUP: I want to welcome you all
that came out on such a beautiful night to come to our public
meeting on the draft Environmental Impact Statement for
restoration planning in Commencement Bay. I want to give a
special thanks to Dick Gilmur from the Port of Tacoma for
arranging for us to use this fine room; We have been here many
times and we appreciate it, really.

My name is Karen Northup and I am the Chief
of the Environmental Resources Section for the Seattle District
Corps of Engineers, and I am going to facilitate this evening's
meeting. Before we get underway I want to introduce the Natural
Resource Trustees so you will all know who they are, and when we

get to the informal discussion you will know who to go up and

‘talk to.

The Trustees are responsible for preparing
the draft Environmental Impact Statement and the restoration
planning work. Representatives from the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration that are here with us tonight are
Dr. Robert Clark -- and I would like you to stand up when I say
your name -- Jennifer Young, and Gale Siani, who is out there.
Representatives from the US Fish and Wildlife Service are Judy
Lantor and Jeff Krausmann. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration and the Fish and Wildlife Service are trustees
ana they are also the joint lead federal agencies for the

Environmental Impact Statement. Our representative from the

C 0 O ¢ Uy
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Washington Department of Ecology is Fred Gardner. The
Department of Ecology is the State Lead Trustee and is also a
cooperating agency for the EIS. The Muckleshoot Tribe is
represented by Rod Malcom. The Puyallup tribe -- is Bill
Sullivan here? Both the Puyallup tribe and Muckleshoot tribe
are Trustees, as well as cooperating agencies for‘the
preparation of the Envirbnmental Impact Statement.

Agenciés that are not Trustees but still are
cooperating agencies for the Environmental Impact Statement's
preparation are the Corp of Engineers represented by Pat Cagney
back there and the Environmental Protection Agency. The Corps
of Engineers was specifically tasked by the trustees to work
with them in preparing the Envifonmental Impact Statement, and
we serve a technical role in this effort. Also with us toniéht
is at Ted Turk from SAIC, the contractor that put together the
EIS document.

Our meeting with you here tonight represents
another milestone in the process of assessing the environmental
impacts of the restoration planning alternatives for
Commencement Bay. The process we are following at the federal
level is.the process established by the National Envifonmental
Policy Act. We refer to it as the NEPA process. The parallel
process for the state is the process established by the State
En&i:onmental Policy Act.

We started the NEPA process with you formally
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in October, 1994, with public scoping meetings that occurred 41

-"

right here in this room. The results of scoping were made

available in a scoping document that was dated January 1995. We

continued seeking input from you through a series of restoration

D

planning workshops. Information we gained was used to prepare

the draft EIS, and to develop and evaluate the various :;
alternatives. kj

The preferred alternative identified and |
described in the draft Environmental Impact Statement is the LJ
integrated approach. The trustee's goal in conducting i]

restoration planning for Commencement Bay is to determine the

best approach to restoring, replacing, rehébilitating, and/or

T

acquiring equivalent natural resources injured as a result of j
release of hazardous- substances or discharge of oil to the i
Commencement Bay environment. J
To guide their planning efforts, the trustees
decided to prepare a programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
rather than a project-specific Environmental Impact Statement.
The programmatic EIS is being used to evaluate the management
alternatives for restoration. The EIS is not intended to

quantify the restoration extent or provide specifics of

individual restoration projects, that work will come later and
will make use of -- or in the language of NEPA we say tier

off -- the information in the programmatic document. The scale

of restoration activity that will ultimately be taken will

A4
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1 appended to the final Environmental Impact Statement. N
2 As you entered the room tonight Qou ‘J
3 registered on a sign-up sheet. You are also offered an :j
4 opportunity to £ill out this slip -- a slip like this -- if you -
5 wish to speak at this meeting. Is there anyone who wisﬁés to 'J
6 speak that didn't fill one of these out? EJ
7 : v Tonight there are two ways you can provide -
8 comments to us on the draft Environmental Impact Statement. One LJ
9 is through the provision of oral comments, and the other is by ij
10 giving us your written comments. If you have a written ;]
11 statement and you don't want to make an oral presentation, |
12 please turn in your written statement to Gale at the table in i]
13 the front before you leave tonight. If you have a written ij
14 statement and you are going to read it during your presentation, |
15 turn it in aft;er your presentation to the same registration desk U
16 to Gale. 1If you have got a written statement and you are not []
17 going to read it and you don't wish to speak orally, please, |
18 turn that in, too. All the comments we receive, either in gj
19 writing or orally tonight, will be part of the official record. ij
V20 Before we get started on receiving your
21 comments; Bob Clark is going to present an overview of what the iJ
22 natural resource damage assessment is all about. T]
23 ROBERT CLARK: Thank you, Karen. On the part |
24 of the trustees I would also like to welcome you all to [J
25 tonight's meeting, and also take this formal opportunity to “j
A4
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depend on funds, pfoperty,‘and services made available through
resolution of natural resource damage claims.

Tonight's meeting is for the purpose of
obtaining your comments on the draft EIS. We will use those
comments in preparing the final EIS and the Record of Decision
that are made as a result of the NEPA process. The draft EIS
was filed in the federal register on August 8th, 1996. The
closing date for receipt of your comments is October 8th, 1996.
So we are exactly midway in the review process.

After tonight, if you still have comments you
wish to make, please submit them in writing to Judy Lantor of
the Fish and Wildlife Service, and her address is on the first
page of the Environmental Impact Statement. If you need a.copy
ofithe draft EIS and you have not received one, we have a few at
the front desk. If there is not enough we will take your name
and address and send you one.

I didn't really plan a specific break, but
if it looks like you guys need one I will stop and we will take
a break. This building is a non-smoking building, so if you
need to smoke you will have to go outside, and we need to be out
of the building by 9:00 o'clock.

The public meeting is being reported by our
court reporter whose name is Laura Luse. She is with Rough and
Aséociates, and she is sitting over here, if you haven't guessed

that. A complete written transcript of the meeting will be
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have had from othef non-hazardous material impacts, such as
development of the Tideflats.

One of the things we did, we started with a
study that the Corps of Engineers put together for us called the
Cumulative Impact Study -- that came out in 1993 -- that showed
us in some cases, as an example, the emergent marsh and tidal
mud flats that were originally here as part of the estuary of
the Puyallup River, we have lost 98 percent of that, the

historic habitat that was here. Therefore, the two percent that

is remaining has become very important to us and has been a

basis for us to put together a Restoratibn Plan -- which was
done by the Trustees wo;king.with a number of public and
responsible party agencies here over a period of about three
years. It is not tax based, it is based on recovery of injuries
from responsible parties, and it is based on settlements. We
have, at the present time, settlements from the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Simpson Tacoma Kraft,‘Champion
International, and from the Port of Tacoma for the
Sitcum/Blair/Milwaukee.

This is an ongoing effort, and because we
don't know the total amount of settlements we have, we have a
conceptual Restoration Plan and a programmatic EIS. It sets the
framework in which we will start using the séttlement moneys we
néw have to conduct restoration. It is not a 1and—gée plan, but

what it may be is a framework, by which not only the Natural

{7
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thank many, many of you in this room who have contributed very
substantial parts to the drafting of the programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement and the conceptual Restoration
Plan.

Because there might be someone here who has
not participated in previous meetings, I was asked to give a
very brief overview of what Natural Resource Damage Assessment,
or NRDA, is. Under the Superfund or CERCLA, which is
bureaucratic for Comprehensive Environmental, Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act, a group of reséurce agencies,
who Kareh listed as trustees, are empowered to determine
injuries to public trust resources, such as fish, wildlife,
sediments, water, and birds, from the release of hazardous
materials or in the case of the Oil'Pollution Act, petroleum
oil, and then to assess monetary damages against responsible
parties. And as Karen also stated, these funds are then to be
utilized in the name of the public to restore, replace, or
acquire the equivalent to these injured natural resources.

So what is NRDA and what is it not? It is
based oh injury to trust resources. And it has to, through a
bay-wide effort that the Trustees have undertaken starting in
the early part of this decade, té look at all of Commencement
Bay as a bay-wide effort. It has been an effort to.determine
whét the injuries are from the release of hazardous materials to

the resources, this is over and above what impacts the resources
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9:00 -- the informal discussion is for anyone who wishes to stay

and talk about this further. We will stop recording at the end

"of the receipt of the oral testimony.

So when I call on you to speak, I would like’
you to come up here. The court reporter ﬁeeds to see you as she
is recor@ing as you speak, and please state your name, your
affiliation, if any, and yoﬁr address. And I was going to say,
please, use one of the microphones, but I guess we don't need
that tonight. Talk as concisely as you can so Laura can pick up
everything that you are saying. Thank you.

The first speaker is Fred Gardner. Fred Gardner
is from the Department‘of Ecology. |

FRED GARDNER: My name is Frederick Gardner. I am
with the Department of Ecology, énd my address is Washington
State Department of Ecology, PO Box 47600, Olympia, Washington;
98504-7600.

The statement I wanted to make was I kind of
féel like the advertisement for the Hair Club for Men. I am not
only the Trustee representative for the state, but there is this
other little thing that I do, and I am going to be the
responsible official for the SEPA‘adoption, And the way we have
intended to do it -- and this is my‘spiel,'iﬁ is not about the
Ecology Trustee part of the EIS, it really had to do with the

SEPA adoption process, and the state does, after consultation

- with our other state agencies and through the NEPA process, do
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Resource Trustees using those sett;ement dollars they have, but
it may provide some guidance to other entities, including things
such as compensatory mitigation. It shows a framework for the
whole area. | |
We have some maps on the back wall which are‘
included -- they are just large copies, a little more colorful,
perheps than we have in the EIS -- but they show some of the
area that we are talking about. We had defined two basic areas:
a primary study area, which are primarily Commencement Bay and
its immediate environments, and then the expanded study area,
which included the rest of the watershed of the Puyallup River.
We are more than wiliing to go into any

questions and answers in the informal session that will follow
the formal session, but I think this gives a brief overview.
Henee, Karen, I will turn i; back to you for the formal.

| KAREN NORTHUP: The mechanics of this process
probably most of you are familiar with, but I will review them
anyway. We are going to start with a statement by the
Department of Ecology, Fred Gardner, and I will then call on
each person who has ihdicated they want to speak in the order I
received their cards saying they wanted to speak. I will follow
this until everyone is heard, and then I will ask at the end is
there someone else who wants to speak, and invite ahyone else to
coﬁe up at that time. And when the formal portion of the

meeting is over -- as Bob indicated, we will be here until

A-47




10

11

12

i3

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

12

the forum for issues like this.

The comments that I want to make tonight are
brief and also are preliminary. We haven't had our monthly
meeting in September yet; however, é group of CBCAC stalwarts
got together last week to talk about the issues surrounding the
EIS and the Restoration Plan. So the comments that I have are
preliminary. I think that they represent the thinking of the
folks that were assembled to talk about those issues. We will
talk about them again at our meeting at the end of the month,
and we will issue something formal in writing to the Trustees at
that time.

But the essence of the issues that this
meeting wanted to bring to your attention are these; first of
all, we wanted to thank the Trustees for listening to us and
being responsive to the comments that we made and incorporating
most of those comments into the EIS and restoration plan. Two,
the overwhelming feeling of the folks that got together and
talked Was that the document is pretty good the way it is.
Please, use best efforts to finalize it without using a whole
lot more resources and time with it so we can get on with
specific projects. |

Having said that, there are a couple of small
comments that we would like'to make in addition to that. First
of all, Bob Clark's explanation, if you could put some sort of

user friendly preamble at the beginning of the document or in
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intend to adopt the programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
as a SEPA document. So we will just take it in total and it
will become a State document as well. Now, that doesn't mean
that during some state MTCA hearings that we don't have -- if
there are provisions for settlements that involve actual work --
that we won't go through that type‘of work during the MTCA
hearing. It doesn't mean that state HPAs and other requirements
will be waived in any manner on these restoration sites.

So aré there any questions you have on that
particular process? If somehow there is enough public input
that this is nbt the right thing to do or there is some
omissions or the public hasn't had enough to comment, then the
State will reevaluate that process. Up until this point, I
think we felt it has- been pretty godd, and so far we like what
we see and we have been part of the process. We have been a
consulting agency and that is our intent to adopt. Thank you.

KAREN NORTHUP: Thank you, Fred. The next
speaker is Jiﬁ Goche. |

JIM GOCHE: Thank you. My name is Jim Goche.
I represent the Commencement Bay Cleanup Action Committee
referred to as CBCAC. If anybody in the audience.isn't familiar
with the.group, it is an association of local govérnments, the>
city, the county, the port, the park district, a number of
industries around Commencemenﬁ Bay, and a number of‘individuals

in community organizations, and we act, among other things, as
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drafts, and then this draft, and the quality of the work

improved with each draft, the substance improved, and we were

.

real happy with what we see -- both with the EIS and with the

Restoration Plan.

o ‘ﬂ

I just have a brief comment with regard to

the Restoration Plan itself, and that is I think, or Simpson
believes, there can be some more benefit gained if we kind of

ground truth the restoration planning implementation a little

-

bit more. The document does a good job giving a conceptual and

overview discussion of how restoration is implemented. But

—

possibly, through some additional clarification with comments,
we will give and also hopefully be getting together in an
informal meeting and talking about past problems, and what

worked exceptionally.Well, what didn't work well, and developing

[

more of a hands-on user-friendly type of approach. We think

that could be beneficial.

—-

I guess what I would like to do is maybe talk

m—

| S

to a few of the Trustees after the meeting, and see if you are

getting together for some meeting, whether it is one of your

L

quarterly meetings over the next few weeks or another meeting,

—

we might be able to get together and chat a little bit about ’
that. So, like I said, I think it was“Well done, and if

progress is made on the final, similar to how it was from the
beéinning here, I think you are going to have a real good v -

document. So thanks for the opportunity to comment.
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the document for laymen that explains the EIS and the RP process
that would be great, that would help a number of our members.
And I think Bob did a very nice job explaining what the process
was all about. Two, if you could put a short explanation on how
the EIS process can be applied to specific projects. For

example, when you have a programmatic EIS and then you go to a

project-specific EIS, can you explain to people who have to do a

lot of their own work how they can use work done and not

duplicate it when it comes to project specific efforts? Number

-three, could you more specifiéally refer to compliance in doing

projects with local ordinances and local plans? And four, on
the habitat focus areas, the folks that were in the meeting felt
that you did a good job outlining these and they wanted to urge
you that -- not in the EIS, but in later inplementation when you
start expending resources -- could you focus on larger
contiguous habitat parcels in the habitat areas? The final
comment is that we compliment you'on working with local groups,
CBCAC, CHB, and others, and we encourage you to continue to do
so. Thank you.

KAREN NORTHUP: Thank you, Jim. The next
speaker is Dave McEntee. |

DAVE MCENTEE: I am Dave McEntee, Simpson
Tacoma Kraft Company, 801 Portland Avenue, Tacoma. And I, like
Jiﬁ, want to congratulate the trustées on putting together a

good document. There is a preliminary draft, some intermediate
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the very end on implementation, but I think that section could
be clarified quite a bit more in terms of kind of a checklist, a
step-by—step approach of how a project actually gets started and
completed.

As a suggestion to that, there is a couple of
different ways that we have kind_of been guessing about on how
this could happen, and it is up to the Trustees to let us know
what their plans are, but will the Trustees be reconvening the
Restoration Panel to finish the Restoration Panel's work in
terms of ranking sites, or will there be somé other process that
is used to start on the ground restoration in picking specific
sites? Citizens for a Healthy Bay has completed their
restoration priorities for Commencement Bay, and I am sorry I
wasn't able_to bring any today, the printer screwéd up the
printing. So I don't have those final maps.and restoration
plans for you, but we have certainly got our nine areas within
the Bay that we would like to see focuéed restoration happen on
as the main priorities for how to spend the dollars. And in a
general sense related to that, Citizensbfor a Healthy Bay
remains committed to seeing all the restoration dollars spent
within the Commencement Bay area, and as little as possible
spent in the expanded study area. And that is it, I will be
sending more formal comments later.

KAREN NORTHUP: Thank you, Leslie; I can

certainly relate to yoﬁr printer problems. Always when you are

5 5t
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KAREN NORTHUP: Thank you, Davé. The last
speaker that I have a card for is Leslie Ryan.

LESLIE RYAN: I am Leslie Ryan. I represent
Citizens for a Healthy Bay. Our address is 771 Broadway,
Tacoma, Washington; 98402. Like what Jim Goche said about the
CBCAC, we also are going to be submitting more formal comments
before the end of thé comment period, but I did want to take the
opportunity to thank the trustees for responding to the CBCAC's
comments, in those work groups with the CBCAC, and we appreciate
you listening to our comments there.

- From what I have looked through so far, the
document is much improved from the informal workshops that we
have had before, and it looks really good and will reall& be a
document that can be-used in the future, not just for this
process, but for other restoration planning prqjects for
Commencement Bay.

| The main concerns that I would like to
present right now, since we haven't come up with any other
formal comments, is that we are left with the ques;ion of, whét
happens next? The programmatic EIS fully explains what the
restoration planning process looks like in terms of that
programmatic approach, but what is the next step, haw does a
prqject get proposed, who dpes the proposal go to, what are the
steps that that project needs to go through in order to meet the

requirements of the EIS? And I know that there is a section at
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just in a crunch, that is when things break down. Is there any
one else who would wish to make some oral comments? That is the
end of the formal portion of our meeting tonight. And remember
if you have any written comments you Qant to turn in and you
haven't brought them withAYOu, please make sure you get them to
Judy Lantor by the 8th of the October. On behalf of the
Trustees, I want to thank all of you for coming fonight and
anyone who wishes to stay and have some informal discussion with
us, Bob Clark is going to kind of moderate the informal
discussion period, and we will be glad to have you stay. Thank

you.
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APPENDIX 3

Draft RP/EIS Distribution Report
and
RP/FEIS Distribution List

The draft RP/EIS distribution as of December 2, 1996 is shown in the following table. The last
column in the table provides specifics on distribution, those who received the draft from the initial
mailing list are designed by a “D”, those who were sent the draft upon request are designated by an
“R’, and those who received the Executive Summary only are designated with an “E”. All persons
and entities on the list will be sent a copy of the Restoration Plan and Final EIS.

Final EIS - February 1997 A-56



